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... a s  a television per former ,  I see m y s e l f  a s  a man p l a y i n g  a p iano  i n  a 
b r o t h e l ,  who i n c l u d e s  ' A b i d e  W i t h  M e '  i n  his r e p e r t o i r e  i n  the hope o f  there- 
b y  e d i f y i n g  both clients and i n m a t e s  ( p .  12)  
With his ever-ready urbane wit ,  Malcolm Muggeridge, i n  his introduction to 
Christ and the Media, rationalizes his breezy polemic against the media in 
general and television in particular.  He ca l l s  them agents of the Devil, 
seeking w i t h  the i r  pernicious fantasies to  divert  men's minds from the true 
rea l i ty ,  which i s  Christ. 
Muggeridge's w i t ,  in f ac t ,  i s  the best thing in th i s  entertaining perform- 
ance ( a t  l a s t  a media book which i s  fun to read!), a revised version of three 
lectures which the well-known English author, ed i tor ,  journal is t ,  TV s t a r  and 
Christian apologist delivered i n  1976 i n  a London church. His thesis ,  that  
"The Media have.. .provided the Devil w i t h  perhaps the greatest  opportunity 
accorded h i m  since Adam and Eve were turned out of the Garden of Eden," i s  no 
doubt sincerely presented. ( p .  1 5 )  His argument however i s  often over-gener- 
a1 ized, unsupported and sometimes quite arbi t rary in i t s  sp i r i ted  metaphysical 
1 eaps . 
Unlike McLuhan, whom Muggeridge takes to  task as an example of one of the 
"communicators who cannot communicate," Muggeridge writes a c lear  s c i n t i l l a t -  
ing prose so tha t  the book's ebullience survives i t s  preachiness to emerge, 
as the English would say, as "a bloody good read. " Even the BBC brass, who 
objected to  "Malcolm's" sa l l  ies  against the Corporation, had f ina l ly  to express 
their  pleasure(in a section reproducing a dialogue with the lecture audience) 
a t  the gadfly s ty l e  and self- i ronic  s a t i r e  of the former edi tor  of Punch. 
Much of Muggeridge's s a t i r e  depends for  i t s  e f fec t  on the taking of extreme 
positions. In Lecture One: The Fourth Temptation, for  example, he fantasizes 
the Devil, a f t e r  fa i l ing  three times to  tempt Christ into giving up  his 
"kingdom of love" for  the "kingdom of power," having "another go" a t  i t .  
The Devil would offer  to t u r n  Jesus into a "superstar" on the electronic media: 
Would J e s u s  agree? ... How c o u l d  he p o s s i b l y  r e f u s e  what would e n a b l e  h im t o  
r e a c h  a huge p u b l i c ,  r i g h t  a c r o s s  the Roman Empire,  i n s t e a d  o f  the r a g ,  t a g  
and b o b t a i l  l o t  f o l l o w i n g  h i m  around i n  G a l i l e e ? .  ..it should  be s t r e s s e d  t h a t  
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there would be n o  i n t r u s i o n  o f  u n s u i t a b l e  commerc ia l s ;  j u s t  a v e r y  r e p u t a b l e  
sponsor- -say  the h i g h l y - r e s p e c t e d  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s  c o n s u l t a n c y ,  L u c i f e r  I n c .  
( P .  4 1 )  
O f  course, Jesus turned down the  o f f e r ,  being "concerned w i t h  t r u t h  and 
r e a l i t y "  r a t h e r  than w i t h  " fan tasy  and images." N a t u r a l l y  he would re fuse t o  
employ a medium 1 i ke t e l e v i s i o n  which, according t o  Muggeridge "by i t s  nature 
doesn ' t  lend i t s e l f  t o  c o n s t r u c t i v e  purposes." 
The oppos i t ion  between the  t r u e  r e a l i t y  o f  C h r i s t ' s  word and the de lus ive  
fantasy purveyed by t e l e v i s i o n  i s  a t  the  hea r t  o f  the argument here, b u t  
Muggeridge fudges a bas ic  quest ion  I s  there  r e a l l y  something i n t r i n s i c a l l y  
e v i l  i n  the nature o f  t e l e v i s i o n ?  Can one r e a l l y  condemn the  technology 
because i t  i s  used t o  promulgate such "an t i -Ch r i s t i anH themes as v io lence,  
pornography and commercial ism? I n  o the r  words, t o  cont inue the fantasy, 
c o u l d n ' t  C h r i s t  have employed TV as a super-medium t o  spread h i s  gospel? 
Af te r  a l l ,  as he r e a d i l y  admits, Muggeridge himself  cont inues t o  preach 
C h r i s t i a n i t y  i n  the  media he so v i l l i f i e s .  
I n  at tempt ing t o  ge t  Muggeridge t o  c l a r i f y  t h i s  issue,  a puzzled S i r  Br ian  
Young, Director-General o f  the  Independent Broadcast ing A u t h o r i t y  remarked: 
Malcolm began b y  t e l l i n g  u s  o f  the f o u r t h  t e m p t a t i o n .  Bu t  d i d  a page d r o p  o u t  
o f  h i s  t e x t ?  I believe t h a t  C h r i s t  i n  the t e m p t a t i o n s  was w o r k i n g  o u t  how he 
s h o u l d  u s e  his d i v i n e  power t o  b r i n g  man t o  God. ..We know t h a t  he r e f u s e d  t o  
t u r n  stones in to  b r e a d .  But  we know a l s o  t h a t  he d i d  t u r n  fives l o a v e s  i n to  
food for t h o u s a n d s .  And it seemed t o  me t h a t  the q u e s t i o n  t h a t  needed answer-  
i n g  was w h e t h e r  C h r i s t  would l e t  electronics m u l t i p l y  and h a s t e n  the s p r e a d i n g  
o f  his u n i q u e  message .  . .Or would he think t h a t  d i s t o r t i o n  would be bound t o  
t u r n  his bread  i n t o  stones? I h e a r d  no a t t e m p t  t o  t a c k l e  the q u e s t i o n .  I 
heard  o n l y  the s u r r o u n d i n g  j e s t s .  ( p .  1 1 8 )  
Perhaps i t  i s  the  tens ion  between j e s t  and jeremiad t h a t  r e a l l y  g ives the 
book i t s  f l avou r ;  when Muggeridge leaves o f f  j e s t i n g  and launches i n t o  
epistemology I f i n d  him l e s s  than convincing. 
I n  Lecture Three: Seeing through the Eye, f o r  example, Muggeridge takes 
o f f  from Wi l l i am Blake 's  aphorism about the dangers o f  seeing w i t h  the  physi -  
c a l  eye r a t h e r  than pe rce i v ing  through the s p i r i t u a l  eye. He declaims: 
Has there ever been a more p e r f e c t  i n s t r u m e n t  for s e e i n g  w i t h  r a t h e r  t h a n  
t h r o u g h  the e y e ,  t h a n  the camera? And a s  it h a s  d e v e l o p e d  f rom b l e a r y  
d a g u e r r o t y p e s  t o  the l a t e s t  v i d e o  p r o d u c t ,  what a m u l t i t u d e  o f  l i e s  it h a s  
i n d u c e d  belief i n ,  r a n g i n g  b e t w e e n  the c r a z y  c l a i m s  o f  a d v e r t i s i n g  and the 
s o p h i s t i c a t e d  p r a c t i c e  o f  O m l l ' s  Newspeak and Double th ink . . .To  see t h r o u g h  
the e y e  i s  t o  g r a s p  the s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  what  i s  seen, t o  see i t  i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  the t o t a l i t y  o f  God ' s  c r e a t i o n . . . t h e  camera i s  m i n d l e s s ,  a n  i n s t r u m e n t  f o r  
m e r e l y  l o o k i n g .  As s u c h ,  it i s  more and more t a k i n g  over the media  ... ( p .  62-63) 
Here, Muggeridge, who has been pushing a McLuhan-1 i ke "medium i s  the  
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message" argument i s  s u r e l y  i n  h i s  t a l k  o f  " l i es , "  dea l ing  p r i n c i p a l l y  w i t h  
content .  The f a u l t  1  i e s  w i t h  those "an t i -Ch r i s t s "  who devise the  media mes- 
sages. Muggeridge never r e a l l y  seems t o  ge t  t h i s  c l e a r  and h i s  t a l k  about 
the p rope r t i es  o f  the  camera on ly  serves t o  compound the  confusion. I s  the 
camera "mindless", a  k i n d  of se l f -p rope l l ed  monster, o r  i s  a  human being 
behind it? On the  prowl f o r  news, what the camera wants i s  an e x c i t i n g  o r  
dramat. i~ scene which w i l l  ho ld  viewers, thus b r i n g i n g  i n t o  p lay  i t s  own 
p a r t i c u l a r  exper t i se .  
Muggeridge f o i  lows t h i s  up w i t h  page a f t e r  page o f  examples which show 
how human agents c o n t r o l  what the camera s h a l l  record.  He skims over the 
complex s e t  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  e x i s t i n g  between the  camera as a  mechanical 
image-maker and framer o f  r e a l i t y  w i t h o u t  con tex t  and the  camera-operator 
as c o n t r o l l i n g  agent. The ambivalence about medium and message probably 
r e f l e c t s  the ambigui ty  o f  h i s  own p o s i t i o n  as both c r i t i c  and user o f  t e l e v i -  
s ion.  When quest ioned fu r ther ,  he admits: 
I s h o u l d n ' t  s a y  a t  a l l  t h a t  the media a r e  beyond God's  r e a c h ,  and canno t  con- 
v e y  t r u t h ,  b u t  I would s a y  t h a t  t h e y  a r e ,  b y  their n a t u r e ,  p r i m a r i l y  d e d i c a t e d  
t o  f a n t a s y ,  and t h a t  their e f f ec t  on peop le  i s  t o  e n c l o s e  them i n  f a n t a s y  ... 
What I've t r i e d  t o  do i n  these l e c t u r e s  i s  t o  show t h a t  there i s  a g u l f  be tween 
r e a l i t y ,  nhich f o r  C h r i s t i a n s  i s  C h r i s t ,  and the world  o f  f a n t a s y  t h a t  the 
media p r o j e c t .  . .of c o u r s e ,  God can  u s e  a l l  t h i n g s ,  even t e l e v i s i o n .  . . ( p .  9 0 )  
Also b l u r r y  i s  Muggeridge's d i s t i n c t i o n  between what he f e e l s  i s  the 
i n t r i n s i c  honesty of  the p r i n t e d  word versus the  i nhe ren t  e v i l  o f  " p i c t u r e  
language." He says t h a t  " the  p r i n t e d  word--which I h o l d  i n  venera t ion- - is  
n o t  sub jec t  t o  the  same c e n t r a l i z e d  c o n t r o l  as t e l e v i s i o n . "  This seems odd 
coming f rom an admirer o f  Orwell whose character  Winston, an t i -he ro  o f  1984, 
worked i n  a  government department whose j ob  i t  was t o  " r e w r i t e "  h i s t o r y  f o r  
consumption by the brainwashed, 
Rut these a re  carp ing  c r i t i c i s m s .  It would be more p r o f i t a b l e  t o  p u t  
Muggeridge i n  the same league w i t h  McLuhan, Whitman and o the r  modern prophets 
who can b l i t h e l y  say "Do I c o n t r a d i c t  myself? Very w e l l ,  then, I c o n t r a d i c t  
mysei f. " On t h i s  note I w i  11 conclude w i t h  a  Muggeridgi an gem: 
- Lecture Two: The Dead Sea Video Tapes, i n  which he imagines (an o l d  
fantasy reworked) the  archaeologis ts  o f  the f u t u r e  d iscover ing  "a whole l o t  
o f  contemporary pablum--videotape and f i l m  ... and o the r  record ings o f  the 
d ivers ions ,  i n t e r e s t s  and entertainments of our t ime.. . " 
With amazement they would see: 
the srqne  set f o r  the g r e a t e s t  c u l t u r a l  e x p l o s i o n  o f  h i s t o r y  ... And the r e s u l t ?  
Ins-read of sages, phi losopher -k ings  and s a i n t s ,  pop-s tars ,  p s y c h i a t r i s t s  and 
yzu.5.  . b o k i n g  f o r  a Leonardi da V i n c i  or a Shakespeare ,  the a r c h a e o l o g i s t s  
f i n d  m l y  a R o l l i n g  S t o n e .  ( p .  53)  
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